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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1 . 1 1 4, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on March 
06*'^, 2006, has been entered. 

Applicant's amendment and response received March 06*. 2006, responding to 
the July 26"^, 2005, Office action provided in the rejections of claims 1,3-11 and 13-24, 
wherein claims 1 , 4, 7, 8, 12 and 25 have been amended and new claims 28-32 added. 
Claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 7-12 and 25-32, remain pending in the application and which have 
been fully considered by the examiner. 

Prior Art's Arguments - Rejections 

2. Applicant's arguments filed March 06**^, 2006, in particular on pages 8-1 1 , have 
been fully considered but they are not persuasive. For example, 

(A) In response to applicant's argument that Wygodny fails to disclose monitoring 
execution to detect references (or accesses) to a memory location representing 
the trigger expression, and storing the state of the trigger expression responsive to 
detecting such a reference, as recited in applicants' amended independent claims (page 
1 1 , second paragraph of the amendment and response), the examiner respectfully 
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disagrees. Applicant contends that Wygodny is referring to the data that is collected 
with the trace, not the event which triggers collection of data (page 10, last 
paragraph). However, the plain language of the claim, merely states ""detect 
occurrences of a plurality of references to a location in machine memory representing a 
state of said trigger expression", wherein the cited claim language can be reasonably 
interpreted to be data collected (state variables) upon the occurrence of a reference to a 
location in memory (the triggering expression), which represents a state (value at time 
of occurrence), of said trigger expression. Wygodny discloses: 

- "7/76 developer 1 12 may also select which variables (e.g,, local 
variables, global variables, static variables, etc) should be traced for 
each traced line,'' (E.g., see Figure 5 & Column 15, lines 52-55), 
wherein the developer may select which variables or expressions to be 
traced, wherein the execution of the traced variable triggers the trace. 
Therefore, upon accessing a memory location, which represents a triggered 
expression, Wygodny certainly discloses storing the state (value of the triggering 
expression), responsive to detecting a memory reference as argued by Applicant (page 
1 1 , third paragraph of the amendment and response). 

(B) In regard to Applicants* argument that Lindsey does not teach or suggest, 
alone or in combination with Wygodny, that the triggering event which causes state data 
to be collected is a reference to a memory location corresponding to a triggering 
expression input by a user (page 1 1 , fourth paragraph of the amendment and 
response), the examiner respectfully disagrees. As addressed above in section (A), 
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Wygodny teaches a triggering event (memory access), which causes state data to be 
collected, wherein the memory location state data is recorded when accessed and thus 
corresponds to the triggering event. Thus, the examiner maintains the rejection in light 
of the instant arguments. 

Additional Comments: 

The examiner has a duty and responsibility to the public and to Applicant to 
interpret the claims as broadly as reasonably possible during prosecution. In re Prater, 
56 CCPA 1381, 415 F.2d 1393, 162 USPQ 541, 1969. 

Although the claims are read in light of the specification, the specification is not 
read into the claims. The examiner recommends clarifying the triggering expression 
event to not read on a variable access. It is also noted that, for example, a break point 
or trace point is read on a "trigger expression". 

Claim Rejections 

Claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 7-12 and 25-32, are pending claims, stand finally rejected in 
light of the additional clarifications provided and/or addressed at item 2 above. Prior 
Art's Arguments - Rejections, and the claim rejections below. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
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The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21 (2) 
of such treaty in the English language 

3, Claims 1, 4, 5 and 7-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being clearly 
anticipated by Wygodny et al., US 6.282,701 B1, (hereinafter Wygodny). 
In regard to claim 1, Wygodny discloses: 

- "A method of tracing the activity of an expression, said method 
comprising the steps of ..." (E.g., see Figure 1C & Column 2, line 59- 
Column 3, line 1), wherein the data element may be a variable. 

- \..(a) specifying a machine-implemented process in which a trigger 
expression is to be traced..," (E.g., see Figure 5 & Column 12, lines 
44-47), wherein the trade option window allows the developer to 
specify which functions or machine-implemented process to trace. 

- "... (b) specifying the trigger expression to be traced in the machine- 
implemented process ..." (E.g., see Figure 5 & Column 15, lines 52- 
55), wherein the developer may select which variables or expressions 
to be traced, wherein the execution of the traced variable triggers the 
trace. 
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- " . . . (c) monitoring execution of said machine-implemented process to 
detect occurrences of a plurality of references to a location in machine 
memory representing a state of said triaaer expression occurring as a 
result of executing said machine-implemented process , . . " (E.g., see 
Figure IB & Column 3, lines 7-12), wherein a program monitors activity 
during execution. 

- '\, Jd) responsive to each detected occurrence of a reference to said 
location in machine memory representing a state of said trigger 
expression, storing the respective state of the trigger expression at the 
time of the respective detected occurrence of a reference to said 
location in machine memory representing a state of said trigger ../ 
(E.g., see Figure 1C & Column 26, lines 33-34), wherein the breakpoint 
is triggered whenever the target address gets executed or is active. 
The interrupt then causes the variable or expression to be recorded. 

- "... to create a history of said trigger expression within the machine- 
implemented proces s, said storing step being performed without 
interrupting the machine-implemented process..." (E.g., see Figure 1C 
& Column 26, line 33-34), wherein the trigger happens whenever the 
address is executed (detected) which inherently includes a read/write 
operation (call to memory). Causing a plurality of expressions to be 
stored (history). 
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- "...[ei restoring the state of the trigger expressior) when requested." 
(E.g., see Figure 1C & Column 7, lines 39-43), wherein tlie developer 
analyzes the trace data. 

In regard to claim 4, the rejections of base claim 1 are incorporated. 
Furthermore, Wygodny discloses: 

- "...(a) displaying the history such that the state of the trigger 
expression each time the trigger expression was active can be 
displayed separately." (E.g., see Figure 1C & Column 8, lines 15-20), 
wherein the data stored or history is displayed according to filters set 
by the user allowing the user to display a particular triggered 
expression separately if desired. 

In regard to claim 5, the rejections of base claim 1 are incorporated. 
Furthermore, Wygodny discloses: 

- "... results in an L value during the machine-implemented process." 
(E.g., see Figure 1C & Column 8, lines 7-8), wherein the trace data 
may be a variable associated with an assembly address (memory 
location). 

In regard to claim 7, the rejections of base claim 1 are incorporated. 
Furthermore, Wygodny discloses: 

- "... reference to said location in machine memory representing a state 
of said trigger expression is a Read and/or a Write." (E.g., see Figure 
1C & Column 26, line 33-34), wherein the trigger happens (reference 
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to said location representing a state of the trigger expression) 
whenever the address is executed which Inherently encompasses a 
read and write operation (call to memory). 
In regard to claim 8, the rejections of base claim 1 are incorporated. 
Furthermore, Wygodny discloses: 

- "...(a) specifying at least one attached expression; (b) . . .storing the 
respective state of the at least one attached expression . . . within the 
machine-implemented process; and (c) restoring the state of the at 
least one attached expression when requested" (E.g., see Figure 3A & 
Column 18, lines 30-43), wherein the developer can choose any 
arguments, return values and selected source lines, thereby storing the 
state of a chosen function and respective attached expressions or 
variables, wherein trace can then be displayed according to the 
developers choice (restoring) when requested. 

- "... responsive to each detected occurrence of a reference to said 
location in machine memorv representing a state of said trigger 
expression ..." (E.g., see Figure 1C & Column 26, line 33-34), wherein 
the trigger happens (activity) whenever the address is executed 
(reference to memory). 

- "... at the time of the respective detected occurrence of a reference to 
said location in machine memorv representing a state of said trigger 
expression, the states of the at least one attached expression being 
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associated with said history of said trigger expression . . ." (E.g., see 
Figure 1C & Column 26, lines 33-34), wherein the breakpoint is 
triggered whenever the target address gets executed or is active. The 
interrupt then causes the variable or expression to be recorded 
(history). 

In regard to claim 9, the rejections of base claim 1 are incorporated. 
Furthermore, Wygodny discloses: 

- "...the machine-implemented process is a computer program." (E.g. , 
see Figure 6 & Column 5, lines 20-23), wherein the user can trace a 
program. 

In regard to claim 10, the rejections of base claim 1 are incorporated. 
Furthermore, Wygodny discloses: 

- "... included in an object level trace program." (E.g. , see Figure 6 & 
Column 4, lines 43-50), wherein included in a trace program which 
may trace object code as disclosed. 

In regard to claim 11, the rejections of base claim 1 are incorporated. 
Furthermore, Wygodny discloses: 

- "...included in a debug program." (E.g., see Figure 1 A & Column 4, 
lines 43-50), wherein the invention provides debugging of a computer 
program. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary sicill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 2, 12 and 25-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Wygodny in view of Lindsey, US 5,896,536 (hereinafter Lindsay). 

In regard to claim 2, the rejections of base claim 1 are incorporated. But 
Wygodny does not expressly disclose "...imposing a condition onto the trigger 
expression and storing the state of the trigger expression only when the condition is 
satisfied. However, Lindsey discloses: 

- "...(a) imposing a condition onto tlie trigger expression; and (b) storing 

tlie state of the trigger expression only when the condition is satisfied." 

(E.g., see Figure 6 & Column 8, lines 39-48), wherein a tracing 

operation is stored when a predetermined condition is detected 

(satisfied). 
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Wygodny and Lyndsey are analogous art because they are both concerned 
with the same field of endeavor, namely, tracing the execution path of a computer 
program. Therefore, at the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to 
a person of ordinary skill in the art to impose a trigger condition on Wygodny's tracing. 
The motivation to do so would have been to monitor the execution of the code based on 
selections or options from the user as suggested by Wygodny (Column 3, lines 7 -12), 
wherein the conditional trigger or expression would provide the user with further options. 
Furthermore, Lyndsey suggests "...the ability to trigger the generation of trace data 
based upon a specific data component so that information can be obtained relative to 
the data component during execution of logic units would be a valuable tool for 
developers in the debugging of programs". Thus it would have been obvious, to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to include a conditional trace-point or trigger with 
Wygodny's tracing method. 

In regard to claim 12, Wygodny discloses: 

- ">A method of tracing the activity of an expression in an executing 
computer program,,." (E.g., see Figure 2 & Column 4, lines 43-44), 
wherein a computer program being executed is traced, 

- "... (a) specifying the computer program in which a trigger expression 
resulting in an L value during the execution of the computer program is 
to be traced,,," (E.g., see Figure 1C & Column 8, lines 7-8), wherein 
the trace data may be a variable associated with an assembly address 
(memory location). 
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- " . . . f/);) specifying the trigger expression and any optional attacliment 
expressions to be traced in tlie computer program.., (flcreating a 
profile of the trigger expression comprising storing each snapshot; (a) 
displaying the profile such that each snapshot can be displayed 
separately; and (h) restoring the state of each snapshot, when 
requested" (E.g., see Figure 3A & Column 18, lines 30-43), wherein 
the developer can choose any arguments, return values and selected 
source lines, thereby storing the state of a chosen function and 
attached expressions or variables (profile), wherein trace can then be 
displayed according to the developers choice (restoring) when 
requested. 

But Wygodny does not expressly disclose "imposing a condition onto the trigger 
expression. However, Lyndsey discloses: 

"... (c) imposing a condition onto the trigger expression ..." (E.g. , see 
Figure 6 & Column 8, lines 39-48), wherein a tracing operation is 
stored when a predetermined condition is detected (satisfied). 
Therefore, at the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to impose a trigger condition on Wygodny's tracing. 
The motivation to do so would have been to monitor the execution of the code based on 
selections or options from the user as suggested by Wygodny (Column 3, lines 7 -12), 
wherein the conditional trigger or expression would provide the user with further options. 
Furthermore, Lyndsey suggests "...the ability to trigger the generation of trace data 
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based upon a specific data component so that information can be obtained relative to 
the data component during execution of logic units would be a valuable tool for 
developers in the debugging of programs". Thus it would have been obvious, to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to include a conditional trace-point or trigger with 
Wygodny's tracing method. See Claim 1 for remaining limitations. 
In regard to claim 25, Wygodny discloses: 

- "...(a) initiating a user interface to exctiange data input/output with a 
user and an electronic processing apparatus..." (E.g., see Figure 1C & 
Column 2, line 59-Column 3, line 1 ), wherein the user interface is 
initiated after the user starts the program. 

- "... (b) requesting a trigger expression from a user..." (E.g., see Figure 
5 & Column 13, lines 50-54), wherein the developer may specify which 
variables or expressions to be traced (520), wherein the execution of 
the traced variable triggers the trace. Furthermore, the developer 
opens a window that requires, or requests, the developers input. 

- "...(c) requesting a program identification of a program in wfiicii tine 
trigger expression is to be traced..." (E.g., see Figure 5 & Column 12, 
lines 44-47), wherein the trade option window allows the developer to 
specify, (requests from the user), which functions or machine- 
implemented process (program) to trace. 

- "...(d) causing the electronic processing apparatus to execute the 
identified program; {fl. . .storing the respective state of the trigger 
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expression,." (E.g., see Figure 1C & Column 26, line 33-34), wherein 
the trigger happens (activity), storing the state of the trigger 
expression, whenever the address is executed (memory operation), 
which takes place while the identified program is executing. 

- "... (a) maintaining the capability to restore each snapshot and display 
each snapshot to the user" (E.g., see Figure 1C & Column 8, lines 15- 
20), wherein the data stored or history is displayed (restored) 
according to filters set by the user allowing the user to display a 
particular triggered expression separately if desired. 

But Wygodny does not expressly disclose "...an article of manufacture, 
comprising a data storage medium tangibly embodying a program of machine readable 
instructions executable by an electronic processing apparatus...". However, Lyndsey 
discloses: 

- "An article of manufacture, comprising a data storage medium tangibly 
embodying a program of machine readable instructions executable by 
an electronic processing apparatus,.." (E.g., see Figure 1 & Column 4, 
lines 48-61). 

Therefore, at the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to embody Wygodny's tracing instructions on an 
article of manufacture. The motivation to do so would have been to send the tracer 
program to the client as suggested by Wygodny (Column 3, lines 30-32), wherein the 
developer would not need to visit the remote site. Thus it would have been obvious, to 
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a person of ordinary skill in the art to include a Wygodny's tracing program on an 
article of manufacture. See claim 1 for remaining limitations. 

in regard to claim 26, the rejections of base claim 20 are incorporated. But, 
Wygodny does not expressly disclose "...requesting the user to assign conditions to 
the trigger expression". But Lyndsey discloses: 

- "... requesting the user to assign conditions to the trigger expression 
whereupon when the conditions are satisfied, a snapshot of the trigger 
expression is stored." (E.g., see Figure 5, (86) & Column 6, lines 59- 
61 ), wherein a tracing operation is stored when a predetermined 
condition is detected (satisfied), wherein the predetermined condition 
was input from the user (requested from the user) via the if condition 
(Figure 5, block 86). 
Therefore, at the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to impose a trigger condition on Wygodny's tracing. 
The motivation to do so would have been to monitor the execution of the code based on 
selections or options from the user as suggested by Wygodny (Column 3, lines 7 -12), 
wherein the conditional trigger or expression would provide the user with further options. 
Furthermore, Lyndsey suggests "...the ability to trigger the generation of trace data 
based upon a specific data component so that information can be obtained relative to 
the data component during execution of logic units would be a valuable tool for 
developers in the debugging of programs". Thus it would have been obvious, to a 
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person of ordinary skill in the art to include a conditional trace-point or trigger with 
Wygodny's tracing method. 

In regard to claim 27, the rejections of base claim 25 are incorporated. 
Furthermore, Wygodny discloses: 

- "... requesting the user to indicate attached expressions whose states 
are also stored in a corresponding snapshot whenever a snapshot is 
stored for the trigger expression " (E.g., see Figure 3A & Column 18, lines 
30-43), wherein the developer can choose any arguments, return values 
and selected source lines, thereby storing the state of a chosen function 
and attached expressions or variables (profile), wherein trace can then be 
displayed according to the developers choice (restoring) when requested. 

In regard to claims 28-30, this is a digital data processing device version of the 
article of manufacture claims that have been addressed in the above claims 25-27, 
wherein all claimed limitations have also been addressed and/or cited as set forth 
above. 

In regard to claim 31, the rejections of base claim 28 are incorporated. 
Furthermore, Wygodny discloses: 

- "... execute on the same computer" (E.g., see Figure 1 B & Column 5, 
lines 37-53), wherein the device that does the tracing (trace library, 
(102)) is on the clients computer. 

In regard to claim 32, the rejections of base claim 28 are incorporated. 
Furthermore, Wygodny discloses: 
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- \.,the first computer program and the second computer program 
execute on separate units connected by a data communications link" 
(E.g., see Figure 2 & Column 6, lines 55-65). wherein the device that 
does the tracing (trace library. (124)) is separated from the digital logic 
device and connected by a data communications link as shown. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to John J. Romano whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3872. The examiner can normally be reached on 8-5:30, M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tuan Q. Dam can be reached on (571) 272-3695. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



